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Abstract

Since 1996, numerous states have passed laws to allow use of marijuana for
medical purposes. In 2012, Colorado and Washington became the first states to legalize
the drug for recreational use. The two recreational legalization movements, along with
many medical laws, were passed via citizen's referendum (passed by the legislature
and approved by voters) or initiative (placed on ballot by petition and approved by
voters). This paper seeks to examine the link between support for the legalization
movements in three states (Colorado, Washington and Oregon) and support for
President Obama in the 2012 Presidential Election. Ten different variables are
examined to determine support for President Obama's reelection, along with influence
of the initiatives on overall turnout. In addition, this paper examines the relationship
between legalization for marijuana and support for President Obama in 2012. The
findings indicate that legalization provided President Obama support in the 2012
election, although it did not increase turnout. There are also benefits from legalization
that help determine why voters support these particular ballot measures. That can be
examined using mapping systems to track vote share for initiatives and resulting
revenues from marijuana sales taxes
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Introduction
In 2012, one could say "Reefer Madness" was sweeping the United States. Not
in the way the original 1936 film Reefer Madness, but in a much different way.
Marijuana legalization was becoming increasingly popular. Recent years have seen
growing criticism of the United States' "War on Drugs." It has proven to be a costly war,
with billions of dollars spent and countless lives lost. While marijuana was once
associated with criminals or stereotypes such as Cheech and Chong, it has become
more mainstream despite efforts to demonize it.
It is ironic that the highest level of support for legalization comes from younger
voters, 64% of those aged 18 to 34, who from the start of their education have been
exposed to numerous public service announcements telling of the dangers of drug use,
(Saad, 2014). Many have been through Drug Abuse Resistance and Education
(D.A.R.E) classes and still support legalization. This is in part due to experience with
medical marijuana in many states. Doctors have the option to recommend marijuana to
patients with numerous medical conditions. California became the first state to legalize
use of marijuana for medical purposes in 1996 (Annas, 1997). Since then, there has
been conflict between the states and the federal government over the use of marijuana.
Much of this legislation related to marijuana has come from initiatives,
referendums and amendments in a form of direct democracy. Despite knowing its status
as illegal under federal law, many still choose to support legalization. Ballot initiatives
have become a way for citizens or interest groups to enact laws without consent from
state legislatures. In recent years, initiatives have become more frequent, with
industries and political parties using ballot initiatives to raise money, support particular
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positions, and generate political support. Increasingly, ballot initiatives have been
effective in making laws. In 2012, there were 188 ballot measures 39 states, in which
118 (62.7%) were approved. In 2010, there were 184 ballot questions were certified for
spots on 38 statewide ballots, of which118 (64.1%) were approved (Ballotpedia, 2014).
Initiatives may be a method to enact popular policies. This paper seeks to examine the
history and scholarly literature on ballot initiatives. In addition, marijuana legalization
initiatives in three states in 2012 will be examined for their influence on the Presidential
election between President Barack Obama and Governor Mitt Romney.
In order to gain a better understand of the practical effects of marijuana related
initiatives, I've analyzed vote totals in Colorado counties and revenues since legalization
took effect in January of 2014. Using the ArcGIS mapping system, I intend to compare
turnout by county in support of Obama and legalization to revenues collected by county
up till August of 2014, the most recent month which data was available.
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Chapter One: History of Ballot Initiatives in the United States

In the late 1800s, the United States saw the rise of progressivism in response to
the big machine politics that had dominated the political landscape. Scandals such as
the corruption and bribery case of Tammany boss William M. Tweed in 1871 sparked
calls for reform and led to a movement for more direct involvement from citizens.
Progressives pushed for changes that would bring power into the hands of the people
instead of the elite. The placement of direct democracy petition components was seen
as necessary given the corruption in state governments and the lack of sovereign public
control over the output of state legislatures. Advocates insisted that the only way to
make the founding fathers' vision work was to take the "misrepresentation" out of
representative government with the sovereign people's direct legislation (Special
Committee of the National Economic League, 1912).
These changes led to an expansion of direct democracy. Initiative and
referendum citizen-led lawmaking spread across the United States as state legislatures
were unresponsive in creating laws that the people wanted to limit the power of big
machine politics. Additionally, while legislatures were quick to pass laws benefitting
special interests, both legislatures and the courts were inflexible in their refusals to
amend, repeal or adjudicate those laws in ways that would eliminate special interest
advantages and end abuses of the majority. In 1898, South Dakota became the first
state that allowed citizens to vote on initiatives. However, Oregon would be the first
state to have citizens vote on a ballot initiative in 1904 (Sabato, Ernst and Larson,
2001). In 2014, nearly every state had some form of direct democracy, whether
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referendum or initiative. However, only a minority have initiatives that are placed on the
ballot by citizen's petitions
Figure 1. States with Initiatives and Referendums
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(Figure 1 source: IRI at the University of Southern California)

Most states have some form of direct democracy yet it is important to clarify the
differences between different ballot measures. A referendum (sometimes "popular
referendum") is a proposal to repeal a law that was previously enacted by the
legislature, and that is placed on the ballot by citizen petition . A total of 24 states permit
referendums, and most of these states also permit initiatives. Although the Progressives
considered the referendum as important as the initiative, in practice, referendums are
fairly rare, especially compared to initiatives (IRI , 2014) .
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A legislative measure or legislative proposition (or sometimes "referred"
measure) is a proposal placed on the ballot by the legislature. All states permit
legislative measures and all states except Delaware require constitutional amendments
to be approved by the voters at large. Legislative measures are much more common
than initiatives and referendums, and are about twice as likely to be approved (IRI,
2014). Some states, such as Florida, also allow certain commissions to refer measures
to the ballot.
An initiative is a proposal of a new law or constitutional amendment that is placed
on the ballot by petition, that is, by collecting signatures of a certain number of citizens.
Twenty-four states have the initiative process. Of the 24 states, 18 allow initiatives to
propose constitutional amendments and 21 states allow initiatives to propose statutes.
No two states have exactly the same requirements for qualifying initiatives to be placed
on the ballot. However, there are some general guidelines for getting a measure on the
ballot. There is a preliminary filing of a proposed petition with a designated state official;
review of the petition for conformance with statutory requirements and, in several states,
a review of the language of the proposal; preparation of a ballot title and summary;
circulation of the petition to obtain the required number of signatures of registered
voters, usually a percentage of the votes cast for a statewide office in the preceding
general election; and the submission of the petitions to the state elections official, who
must verify the number of signatures.(Underhill, 2014).
In most cases, once the measure has been certified as constitutional and a
sufficient number of signatures have been collected, the proposal is placed on the ballot
for a vote of the people ("direct initiative"). Once an initiative is on the ballot, the general
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requirement for passage is a majority vote. Initiatives, both successful and unsuccessful
initiatives, as well as the process itself, may affect policies indirectly by altering the
behavior of elected representative (Lasher et al., 1996).
Initiatives are the form of direct democracy that give voters have the most control
over policy. Often initiatives are used to address policy issues that the legislature won't
address. However, different types of initiatives can be sponsored by and affect different
political actors, including interest groups and corporations. Initiatives can have a broad
reach or only apply to a narrow area. This can result in narrow-material versus other,
broader issues (Sabato, Ernst and Larson, 2001 ). These can range from less salient
issues (taxes, bonds, etc.) to those that have greater salience and a larger portion of the
voters' attention (marriage rights, gambling expansion). The different initiatives that can
take place can largely be from a group of citizens, or they can have a corporate
sponsor.
When direct democracy became an option, citizens took advantage and began to
use initiatives with great fervor. From 1898 to 1915, there were 222 ballot initiatives
from 18 states (Sabato, Ernst and Larson, 2001 ). Most states that have the initiative
also have the popular referendum, but research finds that voters are more likely to use
the initiative given the option (Magleby, 1998). Some states have been more active than
others with 60% of all initiative activity taking place in just six states - Arizona,
California, Colorado, North Dakota, Oregon and Washington (IRI, 2014). Considering
that this option avoids the legislature entirely, the only opposition is the court system.
The court system has been used to handle disputes over ballot titles, signature
collection, and even the constitutionality of the matters. State and federal courts have
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overturned numerous ballot initiatives as unconstitutional, more so than they have been
upheld (Magleby, 1998). California's Proposition 8, which instituted a ban on same-sex
marriage in California, was overturned by Federal Court and the Supreme Court of the
United States upheld the lower court's ruling in Hollingsworth v. Perry. This, in
combination with the repeal of the Defense of Marriage Act in United States v. Windsor
resulted in court challenges to same-sex marriage bans in all states that had one. Most
often, state and federal courts may invalidate an initiative for violating some
constitutional principle (Holman, Craig Band Stern, 1997).
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
In terms of researching ballot initiatives, numerous studies have looked to
determine the effect initiatives have on turnout, vote knowledge, partisanship and many
other factors in elections. There has been a good deal or research on ballot initiatives
and their effect on voter turnout. Studies have shown that voter turnout is higher in
states that permit initiatives on the ballot, particularly when salient issues are being
contested. This can be as much as 7-9% in midterms and 3-4.5% in presidential
elections. This encourages citizens to participate directly (Tolbert, Grummel, and Smith,
2001). Direct democracy may also stimulate voter interest because of the nature of the
propositions-they may tend to address timely and controversial public policy debates
(Kimball and Kropf, 2006).
As this form of direct democracy has increased in use over the years, it has not
gone unnoticed that these ballot initiatives have the potential to increase voter turnout
depending on the level of salience the issue receives. Among more recent studies,
Smith (2001 ), measuring initiative salience, finds effects only at midterm from 1972 to
1996 of around 3-5%. Smith and Tolbert, using the number of initiatives on a state's
ballot in the given year from 1970 to 2002, find effects in both midterm (7-9%) and
presidential (3-4.5%) elections (Tolbert et al, 2004). Using data on voting-eligible
population from 1980 to 2002, they again see effects for both midterm and presidential
elections (Tolbert and Smith, 2005). Others have showed that Initiatives increase voters'
likelihood of turning out to vote in midterm elections, but show no effect on turnout in
presidential elections (Schlozman et al., 2008). However, some research shows that in
presidential elections, the surge is produced not by the mobilization of independents,
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but by the greater participation levels of peripheral partisan voters.
Both individual candidates and political parties have taken notice and have tried
to use ballot initiatives to propel campaigns and boost turnout (Smith and Tolbert,
2001 ). There is a perception by political parties that the voters who turn out for ballot
initiatives will likely vote for candidates who take a public position on the initiative,
whether it would be for or against. In California, for example, the Democratic and
Republican parties have given financial support to committees sponsoring or opposing
ballot measures consistent with their platforms (Smith and Tolbert, 2001).
There is evidence that initiatives and referenda serve to educate, and thus
persuade, voters by producing higher levels of interest, political knowledge, and political
discussion (Smith and Tolbert, 2004). Other research has shown that initiatives and
referenda serve a priming function, altering the criteria voters use to decide among
candidates on the same ballot, and thus persuading them of the merits of one candidate
over another (Nicholson, 2005). However, there is more to voter turnout than just
having ballot initiatives to vote on. Factors that are related to turnout include the type of
the election (presidential, gubernatorial, midterm), the type of initiative (social vs. tax or
zoning policy) and the level of salience the issue has among the electorate.
While there is some evidence that ballot initiatives increase voter turnout in
midterm elections, there is less support for an increase during presidential elections,
demonstrating the ability to drive turnout in low intensity elections (Biggers, 2011 ). In an
election with moderately salient ballot questions, a person's likelihood of voting can
increase by as much as 30 percent in a midterm elections, but there is little evidence to
show that same increase in presidential elections (Lacey, 2005). While their results are
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hardly uniform, these works have all tended to emphasize, the positive effects of
initiatives on citizens and being informed
In terms of studies of ballot initiatives in the United States, extensive research
has been conducted on the effect on voter turnout in California, a state well known for
using ballot initiatives with more frequency than other states. For example, the
Democratic and Republican parties have given financial support to committees
sponsoring or opposing ballot measures consistent with their platforms. Parties know
this can be successful, as partisanship is the strongest predictor of votes on ballot
measures in California at the aggregate and individual level (Smith and Tolbert, 2001 ).
On a national level, there has been extensive research regarding the Presidential
Election of 2004 between President George W. Bush and Senator John Kerry that
coincided with ballot initiatives in 11 states that banned same-sex marriage. Four of
these states, Arkansas, Michigan, Ohio and Oregon, were battleground states. While
Senator Kerry won Oregon and Michigan, President Bush won in Arkansas and more
crucially Ohio, providing the electoral votes needed for reelection. Many newspapers
credited Ohio's same-sex marriage ban initiative with providing the turnout needed to
win the state (Smith, Desantis, and Kasse, 2006). The issue of same sex marriage
played a large role in 2004 presidential election. Some scholars claim that same-sex
marriage played a bigger role than the economy, and was on par with the biggest issue
of the election, the war in Iraq (Donovan, Tolbert, and Smith, 2005). When examining
the data on turnout during 2004, some studies indicate that support for the gay marriage
bans did not lead to higher turnout or a positive effect of support for Bush in Ohio
(Jackman, 2004; Freedman, 2004), but others suggest that the measures may have
10

helped support Bush's victory across the 11 states with the gay marriage bans, though
they did not boost turnout compared to the 2000 election (Campbell and Monson,
2005).
Ballot initiatives have become another arena in which political parties and interest
groups have been able to set the legislative agenda and bypass the legislature.
Increasingly, likely to the disgust of Progressives who saw the initiative as a breakaway
from power brokers, businesses and special interests are taking interest in ballot
initiatives. Some of the most expensive races in the United States in 2014 will be ballot
measures (Wilson and Chokshi, 2014). Alaska and Washington DC passed measures
to legalize marijuana, as did Oregon is voting on legalization again after the failed
measure in 2012. Florida failed to reach the 60% of the vote required for legalization of
medical marijuana in the 2014 midterm election.
Researchers have examined to what extent voters are aware of propositions and
how they have attracted public support. There is some evidence related to campaign
spending that has found that high amounts of campaign spending increase the
likelihood of exposure to political messages and had a significant, but modest, influence
on ballot proposition awareness (Nicholson, 2003). There has been extensive research
into how effective spending is on ballot success, with some studies showing that
supporting and opposing interest groups' campaigning has a significant influence on
ballot measure outcomes. The campaigning of supporting interest groups is at least as
productive as that of opposing interest groups. (Stratmann, 2006) Figure 2 below shows
the level of spending on ballot initiatives from 2004-2012.
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Figure 2: Contributions to 2004-2012 Ballot
Measure Committees, by Year

Source: National Institute
on Money in State
Politics

Year

Number of Ballot
Measures

Total

2012

186

$934,218,241

2011

34

$102,376,357

2010

184

$395, 114,853

2009

32

$131,415,086

2008

172

$813,668,200

2007

33

$55,405,084

2006

219

$649 ,402, 094

2005

25

$466, 154,298

2004

111

$505, 126, 122

The table above shows that initiatives have seen increasing amounts of
spending, particularly in presidential cycles
Marijuana on the ballot
The case studies of gay marriage bans and voter turnout in the 2004 presidential
election have been the primary focus in terms of voter turnout. While gay marriage bans
have been placed on the ballot since the late 1990s, marijuana related initiatives have
been on the ballot starting in 1972, according to the information available from
Ballotpedia. While there hasn't been much research on marijuana related initiatives,
there has been research on other initiatives and cues related to voting. Individual level
partisan identification has been associated with voting on ballot initiatives (Branton,
12

2003). This has been seen with same-sex marriage bans and conservatives (Smith,
Desantis, and Kasse, 2006), and it can be shown for liberals and marijuana legalization.
To examine which groups support legalization initiatives, I use data from the first ballot
election with a successful legalization initiative.
In 1996, voters in California would pass Proposition 215 by a 55.58% to 44.42%
margin, making it the first state to have legal medical marijuana in the United States.
This was done after Gov. Wilson vetoed medical marijuana legislation in 1994 (Stall and
Morain, 1996). That same year was a presidential election, when President Clinton
defeated Senator Bob Dole and Ross Perot 55% to 38% and 6% respectively. President
Clinton won in California, though by less of a margin than Proposition 215. Exit poll
results from the Los Angeles Times show support for President Clinton and Prop. 215
from similar demographics. Figure 3 below show county results for the race for
President and for Prop. 215. President Clinton shares many of the counties that
supported Prop. 215, although Prop. 215 received higher levels of support overall and
from self-declared Independents and Republicans.
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Figure 3 1996 election results
Prop.215 (Green=Yes)

Results for President (Blue=Clinton)
. Proposition 215 (Medical Use of Marijuana)
ALL

DEM

IND

REP

Voted for

56

70

65

34

Voted against

44

30

35

66

President of the United States
ALL

DEM

IND

REP

Bill Clinton

52

89

42

9

Bob Dole

38

6

29

83

Ross Perot

7

3

20

6

(Source: LA Times)
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There is some relationship between support for President Clinton and support for
Prop. 215. The demographic results from the exit poll for Prop. 215 shows President
Clinton shares support from numerous groups: Liberals and moderates, 18-44 age
group, the Black community, those with a graduate degree, $20,000-$39,999 income
group, Catholics and Jews, and the not married. These groups are likely to trend
towards Clinton, and are likely motivated to support legalization for marijuana for
medical purposes. While parties have been known to use certain ballot initiatives to
increase turnout among their base, Clinton was opposed to the measure, even
threatening legal action if the measure passed (Shogren, 1996). After California passed
its historic legislation, other states would begin to follow.
From 1972 to the initiatives upcoming in 2016, marijuana related initiatives will
have been on the ballot on fifty occasions. The issue has become of particular
importance as parties (particularly Democrats) want to increase voter turnout. Research
has shown that political parties are becoming more engaged in ballot initiative
campaigns, and that partisanship is one of the best predictors of individual and county
level votes on ballot measures (Smith and Tolbert, 2001).
Marijuana related ballot initiatives will become frequent in elections as the issue
gains salience among voters. This is in part due to states seeking additional revenue,
along with a larger share of the population supporting legalization of marijuana (Pew
Research Center, 2013). The demographic that has the highest support for legalization
(millennials) is also the fastest growing. As campaigns become more tech-savvy, there
will likely be a great deal of research done to recruit millennials to support the
legalization initiatives and vote, particularly by liberal and Democratic candidates who
15

count on youth support. Marijuana legalization has become a mainstream issue for
many voters. As recently as 2014, the sitting U.S. Senator from Oregon, Senator Jeff
Merkley, declared support for marijuana legalization (Lopez, 2014) The federal
government has not taken many measures to legalize marijuana for recreational or
medical purposes, meaning states will continue to push their own measures.
In 2012, three states again pushed their own measures that would be in defiance
of federal law. Colorado, Washington and Oregon all had ballot measures that would
legalize recreational marijuana for sale, taxation and consumption. On the same night
President Obama was reelected, two of these three states voted to legalize marijuana.
During his campaign, President Barack Obama signaled that he help to reform federal
drug laws and give leeway to states that had medical marijuana. On March 18, 2009,
Attorney General Eric Holder announced "a shift in the enforcement of federal drug
laws, saying the administration would effectively end the Bush administration's frequent
raids on distributors of medical marijuana (Johnston and Lewis, 2009). The
administration still maintains that marijuana is illegal under federal law and opposes
legalization measures in the states. However, many of the key demographics that
support marijuana legalization also support President Obama.
Based on the ability of ballot initiatives to raise voter interest, knowledge, and
motivate supporters of a particular party, there is an interest in whether legalization
measures helped the President in his reelection. In 2014, Democrats are counting on
marijuana ballot initiatives to for voter turnout in the midterm election, when the
demographic is often older and more conservative. Results from the George
Washington University Battleground Poll have helped bolster legalization supporters,
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with 73 percent support allowing marijuana for legal medical purposes, 53 percent favor
decriminalization and 68 percent are "more likely" to go to their polling place to weigh in
on a ballot (Carlotta, 2014). Considering the electoral implications, it would be wise to
understand if marijuana has any effect on turnout or support for a candidate.
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Chapter Three: Data and Methods
In order to examine the effects of marijuana related ballot initiatives on voter
turnout, I propose to examine turnout in three states that had legalization initiatives in
2012: Colorado, Washington State and Oregon. The turnout will be compared between
2008 and 2012 among different groups. Measurement of support for President Obama
in 2008 and 2012 can be found using polling results from CNN, which has results by
county and exit polling for each respective state. These include voters by age, gender,
age, political party, income, and other demographics listed in exit polling. Exit polling
from the respective marijuana related ballots (Washington Initiative 502, Colorado
Amendment 64, and Oregon Measure 80) will be collected from Fox News, which was
the only organization that had an exit poll on all three measures. This will be compared
with data from the 2010 Census collected from the Census Bureau. These include
median age, median income, percentage with a college degree, percentage white,
percentage African American, and percentage female. These variables are compared
with the results of exit polling from states to determine how each factor into support for
President Obama's reelection. This will involve a regression analysis to predict voter
turnout in 2008 and 2012. These different measures will be compared to see which has
the greatest influence on support for President Obama in the 2012 election, which can
be organized at the county level in each state.
In addition, the number of dispensaries in Colorado is a gauge to measure
support for the initiative as opposed to support of President Obama and other
Democratic or liberal candidates. This can be analyzed through measure of revenue by
county and number of dispensaries by county.
18

The maps of each county will be compared to levels of support for President
Obama and for Amendment 64. These maps can be cross-referenced with the number
of dispensaries and the subsequent revenue from both medical and recreational
dispensaries. Total revenue collected is recorded by the Colorado Department of
Revenue while dispensaries locations can be accessed via Google Maps,
Weedmaps.com and other internet search websites that have geocoded locations for
dispensaries. Total level of revenue by county will be analyzed using ArcGIS mapping
system, with the temple of Colorado from the Colorado Department of Local Affairs.
Hypotheses
Using these data, I will be testing two hypotheses related to turnout. The first will
test whether support for the legalization measures resulted in higher support for
President Obama, which I expect will be the case. The second will test whether
legalization resulted in higher turnout in each of three states in 2012 vs. 2008. I expect
that turnout will be down overall in 2012 as opposed to 2008 in the three states. I
believe that certain groups will have higher levels of support for legalization in the three
states that had marijuana ballot initiatives and will result in support for President
Obama. There will likely be higher support for the initiatives from urban areas and
younger people, while older people and rural areas will see less support for legalization.
This research will be helpful in understanding why ballot initiatives and
referendums have become popular in recent years. Considering the electoral
implications (money spent on advertising, turnout, etc.) and the policy implications
(economic growth, revenue, federal involvement), this is an important topic. While
similar research has been done, in regards to same sex marriage, there are some
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differences. While the majority of the same sex initiatives came in the 2004 election, use
of marijuana legalization ballot initiatives has been increasing year after year. Unlike
same sex marriage bans, when in many states has been ruled unconstitutional and is
losing support, marijuana legalization related measures have not been challenged in
court and marijuana legalization has gained support over the years.
There are limits to this research, based on the demographic information available
from the Census Bureau and a lack of information on views about the legalization
initiatives. Only one organization (Fox News) did exit polling on the legalization
initiatives in the three states, limiting the amount of information about exactly who
supported the legalization amendments. This method does not show concretely that
voters who supported legalization would also support Obama, and can only show a
relationship between the two. This can result in an ecological fallacy; a logical fallacy in
the interpretation of statistical data where inferences about the nature of individuals are
deduced from inference for the group to which those individuals belong (Johnson and
Reynolds, 2012).
I intend to examine that benefits that Colorado experienced from its marijuana
legalization initiative. Using county level data for Obama and Amendment 64 support, it
will be compared to revenues from recreational sales by county. The mapping feature
will display the spread of support and revenue across the state. I predict that counties
that had higher support for Obama will have had higher support for Amendment 64. I
also predict that counties with higher levels of support for Obama and Amendment 64
will have revenues from marijuana sales.
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Chapter Four: Results
The exit polls from the 2021 election, in each state, show a clear trend between
support for marijuana legalization and support for President Obama.
Vote on Measure So

Vote on Amendment 64

I

Yes:4.6%

72%

24%

Yes: 55%

I

No: 54%

No: 45%

30%

69%

Vot,e on Initiative 502

Yes: 55%

No: 45%

Figure 5 Source: CNN (Blue=Obama, Red=Romney)

Not only did the exit polling show a correlation between legalization and support
for President Obama, key groups that supported legalization heavily supported Obama
as well. The same polling shows high support for the ballot initiatives among numerous
groups: liberals (over 75% for all three), college graduates, 18-39 year olds, most
income groups, those who approved of Obama's job performance, those who thought
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the county was on the right track, those who were unmarried, over 50,000 in population,
those who believe the government should be doing more and those that favored the
Affordable Care Act. Essentially, the core supporters for the legalization measures are
the same groups likely to support President Obama for reelection. In order to quantify
support based on different demographics, I ran a linear regression test using
demographics from the census for each county in all three states, later including past
support for Obama in 2008 and John Kerry in 2004.
The results of the linear regression show that marijuana legalization did provide
support for President Obama in two of the three models tested. The first three models
focuses on Colorado. The first model contains percentage of votes cast for Obama as
the DV, while support for Amendment 64, population, percentage with a college degree,
median income and median age as the IVs. The first model contains variables that are
geographically based. I predict a positive relationship in support with education and
population, and a negative relationship with age and income. The next model includes
percentage white, which I predict will be negative for Obama. Percent female and
African American I expect to be positive. The last includes presidential voting history in
the previous election (2004-2008) which I expect again to be positive.
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Colorado

Table 1 Linear Regression Predicting Vote Share for Obama
Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Yes on 64

1.022**
(.136)

1.030**
(.144)

-.003
(.039)

Population

.000*
(7.630)

6.230
(.000)

-2.980
(2.380)

College
Degree

.281
(.111)

.267
(.116)

-.020
(.023)

Median
Income

-.001*
(.000)

-.001*
(.000)

-.001 *
(.000)

Median Age

-.525*
(.231)

-.577*
(.237)

-.024
(.047)

White

-.174
(.153)

-.011
(.029)

African
American

.240
(.939)

.181
(.028)

Female

.439
(.486)

.028
(.093)

Obama 2008

1.079*
(.116)

Kerry 2004

-.068
(.125)

Constant
R-squared

15.734
(12.910)

12.591
(34.189)

.834
(6.460)

0.67

0.69

0.98

n=64
*Significant at .05 level
**Significant at .01 level
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Washington State

Table 2 Linear Regression Predicting Vote Share for Obama
Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Yes on 502

1.446**
(.177)

1.473**
(.199)

.105
(.097)

Population

5.340
(2.910)

4.540
(4.330)

2.040
(1.110)

College Degree

-.076
(.124)

-.093
( .137)

-.085
(.037)

Median Income

-.000
(.000)

-.000
(.000)

.000
(.000)

Median Age

-.200
(.131)

-.171
(.165)

-.075
(.056)

White

.206
(.274)

.064
(.071)

African
American

1.151
( 1.183)

.222
(.323)

Female

.264
(1.187)

-.120
(.304)

Obama 2008

.493*
(.204)

Kerry 2004

.509*
(.189)

Constant

-15.875
(7.580)

-48.970
(52.111)

-2.865
(13.354)

R-squared

0.82

0.83

0.99

n=39
*Significant at .05 level
**Significant at .01 level
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Oregon

Table 3 Linear Regression Predicting Vote Share for Obama
Model 2

Model 1

Model 3

Yes on 80

1.665**
(.125)

1.683**
(.151)

.106
(.107)

Population

9.310
(4.890)

4.650
(8.320)

4.230
(2.520)

College Degree

-.163
(.122)

-.175
(.127)

-.019
(.039)

Median Income

.000
(.000)

.000
(.000)

-.000
(.000)

Median Age

-.575**
(.132)

-.601**
(.157)

-.071
(.057)

White

-.129
(.192)

-.001
(.057)

African
American

-.129
(.192)

.244
(.471)

Female

.027
(.689)

-.205
(.205)

Obama 2008

.999**
(.061)

Kerry 2004

-.0126
(.032)

Constant
R-squared

-9.023
( 9.22)

3.92025
(36.838)

8.65
(10.934)

0.93

0.94

0.99

n=36
*Significant at .05 level
**Significant at .01 level
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In all three models for all three states, support for the legalization amendment correlated
with support President Obama in 2012 and is statistically significant in two of the three
models. Adding past political support for President Obama and John Kerry dilutes the
influence, as partisan ties are a better predictor of voting patterns than support for one
particular issue.
In models one and two for all states, support for the legalization amendments
results in a one percent increase in support for President Obama's reelection. Based on
the different groups that overlap support for legalization and President Obama, this is
not unusual. To measure that results of turnout overall for each state, I again ran a
linear regression, this time adding the percent of registered voters that voted in the 2012
election by county. Turnout was the dependent variable, and the other variables used in
the previous tests were the independent variables. I expect the relationships with age,
education, to white, female, and income to have a positive relationship.
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Turnout
Table 4 Linear Regression Predicting Turnout
Colorado

Obama 2012

-.090
(.075)

Yes on legalization

.073
(.098)

Population

1.930
(6.080)

College Degree

.090
(.059)

Median Income

.000
(.000)

Median Age

.276*
(.131)

White

.007
(.074)

African American

-.026
(.451)

Female

.120
(.238)

Constant

56.134**
(16.632)

R-squared= .30
n=64
*Significant at .05 level
**Significant at .01 level
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Washington

Obama 2012

-.098
(.064)

Yes on legalization

.034
(.118)

Population

-7.320
(1.510)

College Degree

.361
(.053)

Median Income

.000
(.000)

Median Age

.342*
(072)

White

.115
(.099)

African American

.192
(.421)

Female

-.868
(.419)

Constant

90.192**
(18.681)

R-squared=.81
n=39
*Significant at .05 level
**Significant at .01 level
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Oregon

Obama 2012

.053
(.119)

Yes on legalization

-.131
(.211)

Population

-7.200
(4.710)

College Degree

.280**
(.080)

Median Income

.000
(.000)

Median Age

.523**
(.117)

White

-.032
(.109)

African American

.514
(.884)

Female

-.826
(.421)
96.699**
(24.132)

Constant

=

R-squared .66
N 36
** Significant at the .05 level
***Significant at the .01 level

=
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In terms of significance, age and education level were consistent in all three
models for all three states. Considering that older and more educated voters are more
likely to vote, this is not a surprise. However, the models also show a negative
correlation between support for legalization amendments and voter turnout. This could
possibly due to high levels of support from youth voters, who tend to vote at lower rates
than older voters. Turnout for younger voters was at 38% in 2012, lower than in 2008
(Census Bureau). This is in line with previous literature that ballot initiatives don't
necessarily increase voter turnout in presidential elections. In most of the counties in all
states, voter turnout was lower in 2012 vs. 2008.
Figure 4 Turnout by state 2012

Percent Change
in VEP Turnout
Greater than 4.4%
0%-4.4%
-4.4%- 0%
Less than -4.4%

Seven counties in Colorado (bottom left), one in Oregon (top right) and zero in
Washington (bottom right) saw an increase in turnout. As same sex marriage did not
lead to a larger turnout in 2004, we see similar results with marijuana legalization in
2012. Despite the lower turnout, voters approved legalization in Colorado by a higher
margin than President Obama won, and only a 0.5% more supported the President than
legalization in Washington State.

Benefits of initiatives
Although Colorado and Oregon were the first states to legalize recreational
marijuana sales, both states had already approved medical marijuana in earlier years.
Both states had a system set up for dispensary locations, rules about buyers and
collection of sales taxes. It took over a year to set up regulatory practices, but Colorado
began selling recreational marijuana in January of 2014. Washington would fully
implement its own system in summer of 2014 (Thomson-Deveaux, 2013). Because
Colorado started selling recreational marijuana earlier than Washington, I chose to
examine Colorado, considering that it has more tax information available. High levels
of support came from neighborhoods that had experience with marijuana dispensaries.
The figure below, courtesy of the Denver Elections division, shows that neighborhoods
whose favorable votes were in the 70-100 percent range, represented by the darkest
hues, fall along the axes of Colfax, Broadway and north Federal -- areas where the
number of medical marijuana dispensaries is large.
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Figure 5 Denver Election Results
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Taxes collected from sales of medical and recreational marijuana are collected
by the Department of Revenue. Medical and recreational taxes are counted separately.
Counties have the option of banning sales, which many in Colorado have done. The
counties that voted for legalization allowed sales, while those that voted heavily against
it did not. In areas that did support legalization, many that already had dispensaries.
In order to gauge support for Amendment 64 across the entire state, I collected
county voting percentages and created a distribution map in ArcGIS, a mapping
software system. The maps shows the level of support for Amendment 64 by county. To
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see a correlation between support for Amendment 64 and President Obama, I used the
same mapping system to create another distribution map for the presidential race .
County data is the same used in the regression analysis.
Figure 6 Support for Obama

•

14 .300000 - 25.900000
25.900001 - 36.600000
D 36.600001 - 48.600000
• 48.600001 - 60.900000
• 60.900001 - 73.400000

The darker blue areas show higher levels of support for President Obama .
Denver and Boulder are among other counties that voted heavily in favor for the
President. Below is map showing support for Amendment 64.
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Figure 7 Support for Amendment 64
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The darker green areas indicate higher support for Amendment 64, with counties
such as Denver and Boulder with high levels of support. The highest concentration of
dispensaries are located in: Denver, El Paso, Boulder, Jefferson, Larimer, Garfield,
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Pueblo, La Plate, Pitkin, Weld, Summit, Arapahoe, and Clear Creek counties.
These counties, many of them having medical dispensaries, have some that
have opened up for recreational consumption, while others sell both medical and
recreational marijuana. The counties that have sales for recreational have been
collected and reporting tax revenue since January. Although not all counties collected
enough to be named individually at first, by August many of the counties that allow
recreational sales have been collecting enough to be named individually. To gain a
sense of which states have benefitted the most from recreational sales, I again used
ArcGIS mapping to measure the distribution of revenue collected by county.
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Figure 9 Tax revenue from marijuana sales
0 1
0 2 - 33860

D 33861 - 56922
56923 - 67903
67904 - 109733
. 109734 - 214071
• 214072 - 404790
• 404791 -1806623

Although counties can vote to ban recreational sales in unincorporated areas,
cities and towns can implement their own rules regarding sales. Again, we see counties
such as Denver and Boulder with the majority of dispensaries and hence, the majority or
revenue collected. Below is a map containing stores that sell recreationally, using a
geocoding feature from Google and Google Maps.
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Figure 8 Recreational dispensary locations
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Here, we can see the benefits of direct democracy quantitatively. Whereas laws
like same sex marriage bans were statewide and may not reflect interest of counties
and other forms of local government within a state , recreational marijuana sales show
that those who voted in favor of legalization see clear benefits in terms of economic
impact. The map above shows the distribution of dispensaries that sell recreational
marijuana. The areas that have the highest concentration of dispensaries are located in
counties that largely supported legalization and President Obama in 2012.
In terms of economic benefits, the state is experiencing a windfall of tax
revenue. Since legal sales began in January, Colorado has collected 45 million dollars
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is sales tax, 7 million alone in August (Ingraham, 2014). There has been an increase in
tourism from other states, although those from out of state cannot purchase as much as
residents . The money collected is being used for school construction and other related
grants for education.
Figure 9 Monthly Revenues

Marijuana tax revenues edge up in August
Monthly reven ues from CO. marijuana taxes, licenses and fees, in millions of dollars, Jan.-July 2014
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Chapter Five: Discussion and Conclusion

Colorado and Washington made in history in 2012 when both states became the
first recognized governments to allow the sale of recreational marijuana. In the time
since, the idea of legalization has become more popular in the United States. In the
2014 election, ballots for legalization were up for a vote in Oregon, Alaska, Washington
DC, and approval for medical use on the ballot in Florida. While the Florida Amendment
didn't pass, it received 57.63% yes votes. The other states all passed with over 50% of
the vote. In all three states, the measures received more popular support than most of
candidates for office. The measure in Oregon received more support than the
candidates for Senate and Governor.
Figure 9 Support in Oregon

Oregon: Who did voters support?
Note: About 5 percent of the vote i.s still being counted in Oregon.

55.9%

55.7%
49.8%

Measure 91 (Marijuana
legalization)

Jeff Merkley (Senat e)

John KiUhaber
(Governor)

V,
(Source: Vox Media)
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Since the 2012 election, Gallup polls have shown a majority of the public supports
marijuana legalization, reaching a high of 58% in 2013. The highest level of support
comes from the millennial generation, which is becoming a larger force of the electorate
every election cycle (Saad, 2014). Due to inaction from the federal government to
change the legal status of marijuana, and ever rising cost of enforcement related to drug
laws (courts, corrections, treatments, lost productivity, etc.) states have primarily been
the main actors in legalization. However, some state legislatures have not been keen on
the subject, so it has gone to voters in the form of referendums, initiatives and
amendments to be decided. In this fashion, voters get desired policy outcomes and
legislatures avoid difficult votes.
The results in the paper are only as good as the information available as the
present means of research allow. In the current environment, it is difficult to show that a
person voted specifically for either legalization or President Obama and voted for the
other as a result of the first choice. The data are also limited due the limited number of
states that have had successful legalization measures passed. Even after the
successful vote, time is needed to implement the regulatory systems, distribute permits
and deal with local zoning policies.
As time goes on, there will be more legalization efforts on the ballots in other
states. When full election data becomes available for the 2014 elections, future
researchers can look to see if the model holds external validity in other states. In 2016,
ten states will have marijuana legalization initiatives on the ballot: Arizona, California,
Florida, Georgia, Maine, Massachusetts, Mississippi, Montana, Nevada and Wyoming.
Many of these states have medical marijuana laws in place (Ballotpedia). In the 2012
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election, four states went to President Obama. With a new president to be elected, and
the turnout much for favorable to Democrats and Liberal candidates, there will likely be
a push to increase turnout among groups favorable towards legalization.
On a much broader scale, understanding legalization and initiatives in general
explores a question that all political scientists want to explore; why do people vote? Why
do they decide to vote the way they do? While there are numerous studies and subsets
of different fields attempt to answer this question, ballot initiatives and legalization
specifically can help understand voting in terms of an economic model.
Using this model, based on legalization standpoint, the benefit is access to
recreational marijuana, facing costs of voting and determining outcome. It is likely that
the cost of voting is time based on where one lives and access in voting. However,
while a voter may not strongly prefer one candidate over another, they will likely prefer
having access to certain goods or services than not. Considering the cost of obtaining
medical permission of face the criminal black market, voting to support legalization has
much lower cost. Weingast, Shepsle, and Johnsen (1981) examined distributive policy
as a political decision that concentrates benefits in a specific geographic constituency
and finances expenditures through generalized taxation. This model, while originally
applied to legislatures, can be applied in this circumstance. The taxes from legalization
are used to finance education related policies, financed by taxes approved by the
voters. These grants and other expenditures go to areas that both have recreational
sales and have banned it. Even though voters may have rejected legalization of
marijuana, they still benefit from the funding provided by sales taxes.
Marijuana legalization can be compared to gambling in that both were heavily
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stigmatized but became less so when it was apparent that states needed revenues.
Both have concerns in terms of social impacts, for those who may suffer addiction, rates
of crime, and loss of productivity. Both provide economic activity, tax revenue, and are
seen as a better alternative to complete prohibition. Both legal structures have higher
taxes than other forms of economic activity, and revenues are used to help programs for
education and addiction counseling (drug and gambling).
The thinking goes that while this is specific to this particular policy, it is one more
step in understanding why citizens choose to vote in what manner they see fit. Direct
democracy provides a guide to understanding why voters make certain choices, and
how political actors react and can benefit from those choices. With legalization
initiatives, there will ample data from numerous elections concerning both medical and
recreational measures to grasp how much influence these particular measures have on
political contests in past and in the near future. Based on the increasing amount of
money and effort spent on ballot initiatives, their popularity with legislatures and
citizens, and need for revenues, legalization initiatives will likely become an area of
great interest for future scholars to understand political behavior.
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